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The same due process limitations of fundamental fairness apply to any exercise by the state 
of judicial powers so that all purported exercises of jurisdiction, whether in rem or quasi in 
rem, must be consistent with due process and must be scrutinized and evaluated in light of 
the minimum contacts standard. 


The same due process limitations of fundamental fairness apply to any exercise by the State of 
judicial powers whether that exercise of jurisdiction is denominated in rem! or quasi in rem.” In 
order to justify the exercise of jurisdiction in rem, the basis for jurisdiction must be sufficient 
to justify exercising jurisdiction over the interests of persons in the thing and that standard is 
whether the exercise of jurisdiction over the interests of persons is consistent with the minimum 
contacts standard required by the Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution.? When 
the subject matter of the controversy is property located in the state, the constitutional requisites 
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for jurisdiction will generally be met, as a significant tie then develops between the defendant, the 


State, and the litigation.“ 
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